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How they fit. All the OEM bumpers fit

nicely. But none of the imitations did, even
after we redrilled or widened their holes as
needed. All left large gaps or uneven sur-
faces.

How they protect. Our hydraulic bumper-
basher simulated the thumps that might
occur, say, in a parking lot—at 5 mph head-
on, 5 mph offset, and 3 mph on the right cor-
ner. That’s our standard test for new cars.

The OEM bumpers suffered only minor
damage. Even so, repairing the scuffs and in-
dentation on the Ford bumper would cost
$235, and replacing the Honda’s scuffed
bumper cover and underlying brackets would
cost $576. Those are pricey scuffs, but at
least the OEM bumpers protected the cars
themselves from damage.

In our 25 years of bashing hundreds of new-
car bumpers, we’ve seen few perform as mis-
erably as the imitations. Twelve of the 17
sustained so much damage in the first bash
that we couldn’t test them any further.

One imitation bumper shattered and al-
lowed our basher to damage the Ford’s head-
light mounting panel, radiator support, and
air-conditioner condenser. Repairs, using
OEM parts, were estimated at $1,350. Another
imitation bumper allowed our basher to
damage the Honda’s radiator, air-conditioner
condenser, radiator-support tie bar, and cen-
ter lock support. Repairs, using OEM parts,
were estimated at $1,797.

LIMITED CHOICES

Most insurance adjusters don’t clearly dis-
close that you’re getting imitation parts of
potentially lesser quality. (‘‘Like kind and
quality’’ or ‘‘LKQ’’ on the paperwork is a
cryptic giveaway.) Some repair shops com-
plain that they must follow the insurer’s
‘‘recommendation’’ or risk losing customers
from ‘‘direct repair programs’’—the auto-
motive equivalent of managed health care
that most auto insurers use to cut costs.

The Automotive Service Association says
that 33 states require repair shops to disclose
the use of imitation parts to consumers. Six
others—Arkansas, Indiana, Oregon, Rhode
Island, West Virginia, and Wyoming—also re-
quire the consumer’s written consent.

But disclosure and consent are meaning-
less if insurers promise higher quality than
they deliver. The lawsuit against State Farm
argues that the insurer did not restore dam-
aged vehicles to pre-loss condition as prom-
ised.

Don Barrett, an attorney for the plaintiffs,
says that cars repaired with ‘‘2/55 fenders’’—
an appraisers’ disparaging term for fenders
identifiable as imitations ‘‘from two miles
away at 55 mph’’—reduce appraised value by
at least 10 percent.

John Donley, president of the Independent
Automotive Damage Appraisers Association
and a CAPA proponent, says that it’s poor fit
and poor corrosion resistance, not the mere
fact that a part is an imitation, that hurts
appraised value. Either way, that could be a
problem not only at resale time but possibly
at the end of a lease.

Industrial Marketing Research found that
insurers call for imitation parts 59 percent of
the time. We surveyed 19 of the nation’s larg-
est private auto insurers, who wrote 68 per-
cent of the $115 billion in policies in 1997, and
asked if they require or recommend imita-
tion body parts for covered repairs. Nine
didn’t respond (American Family, California
State Auto Assn., CNA, GEICO, GMAC, Met-
ropolitan, Progressive, Prudential, and
Safeco). Of the ten that did, Allstate, Erie,
Farmers, State Farm, and USAA said they
recommend but didn’t require imitation
parts.

Allstate says that if a customer insists on
OEM parts, it will pick up the bill. Erie,
State Farm, and Travelers make the cus-
tomer pay the difference.

The Hartford said it doesn’t recommend
imitations for safety-related parts but does
allow them for noncritical applications. And
Travelers Insurance doesn’t recommend imi-
tations for cars less than two years old or
with less than 20,000 miles.

The Interinsurance Exchange of the Auto-
mobile Club of Southern California, which
writes policies only in Arizona, California,
New Mexico, and Texas, calls for imitation
parts only for nonmental trim items like
bumper covers and moldings.

INSURERS AND CONSUMERS

Many of the insurers maintain that imita-
tion parts keep premiums down, but none
provided hard data to prove it.

CAPA and auto insurers have spent the
last decade promoting imitation parts as
purely pro-consumer. By breaking the auto-
makers’ ‘‘strangle-hold monopoly’’ over
crash parts, says one recent release from the
Alliance of American Insurers, auto insurers
protect consumers from high parts prices
and high insurance premiums.

‘‘There is absolutely no question the insur-
ance industry is on the side of the angels on
this issue,’’ says Gillis.

But there is a question.
Buying imitation parts simply diverts

money from the pockets of one big indus-
try—automobile manufacturing—to the
pockets of another big industry—auto insur-
ance. The insurers won’t earn their wings
until they demonstrate that a fair share of
the money they save ends up in the pockets
of consumers.

And CAPA, whose executive director often
accuses automakers and repair shops of hav-
ing a financial interest in promoting OEM
parts, has its own financial interests. Half of
its $3.9 million budget comes from insurance
companies (the other half comes from the
sale of CAPA seals to parts manufacturers).
And six of the nine CAPA board members are
insurance-industry executives.

The Center for Auto Safety—whose execu-
tive director, Clarence Ditlow, is a CAPA
board member and a staunch advocate of
CAPA parts—also receives funding from the
insurance industry, though to a much lesser
extent. In 1998, State Farm and Allstate con-
tributed some $50,000 to CAS, accrding to
Ditlow. (He says that amounts to only five
percent of annual revenues. He also says that
CAS’ insurance funding has steadily de-
creased since the mid-1970s.)

Where’s the consumer in all this? For now,
stuck in a bind between automakers that
charge high prices for factory body parts and
auto insurers that push less-expensive parts
of questionable quality. Until things change,
car owners—including used-car buyers who
may inherit the inferior crash parts—are
being ill served.
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CELEBRATING THE 10TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF VA’S CABINET DES-
IGNATION

HON. BOB FILNER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 11, 1999

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize Monday, March 15th as the 10th
anniversary of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs (VA) as a Cabinet-level position.

Because by 1988, VA had become the larg-
est independent agency in government,
thought was given to its recognition as a
member of the President’s Cabinet.

Serving a population of 27.5 million veterans
with a budget of $28.3 billion, with 245,000

employees, it was second only to the Depart-
ment of Defense in the number of staff provid-
ing service to our citizens.

At the urging of both Congress and many
veterans’ service organizations, the current
President endorsed the idea that the time had
come for the VA to become a part of the Cabi-
net. It was time to give our nation’s veterans
their seat at this highest table of government.

Elevating the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs to Cabinet level status provided the De-
partment the opportunity to have greater na-
tional impact for veterans in the fields of
health care, education, housing, and insur-
ance. It was a move that cost virtually nothing
in that era of tight budgets, yet gave veterans
a prominent voice in the issues that dominate
the national agenda.

I congratulate the Department of Veterans
Affairs on a decade of growth in service to our
nation’s veterans, the dedicated men and
women who accepted the challenge to protect
their country, many of which gave the ultimate
sacrifice for our freedom and liberty. I further
encourage the Secretary of the Department of
Veterans Affairs and his staff to continue to
take full advantage of the opportunity that
Cabinet-level status provides to advocate on
behalf of these brave men and women.
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REFORESTATION TAX ACT OF 1999

HON. JENNIFER DUNN
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 11, 1999
Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I am introducing

today the Reforestation Tax Act of 1999 along
with 16 of my colleagues who are deeply con-
cerned about the future of our forest products
companies. With the global marketplace be-
coming more competitive, we must take posi-
tive steps to remove barriers to our compa-
nies’ ability to compete abroad. In the case of
forest products, one of the largest impedi-
ments to success is our nation’s tax code.

Beginning with changes brought about by
the Tax Reform Act of 1986, America has
been struggling to competitively produce tim-
ber in a global market. Despite a tax system
that gives U.S. forest products companies one
of the highest effective tax rates in the world,
they have been one of the most visionary sec-
tors in helping to expand trade into new mar-
kets. During the recent negotiations over sec-
toral liberalization in the Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperative forum, forest products companies
worked closely with Congress and the Admin-
istration to try to develop a long-term agree-
ment to benefit American workers. Unfortu-
nately, this process has not come to fruition
due to disagreements among competing na-
tions, something common when we solely rely
on multilateral trade agreements to increase
our competitiveness. It is time to focus on
what we can do unilaterally: adjust our tax
code so that our companies are not disadvan-
taged in the global marketplace.

The Reforestation Tax Act recognizes the
unique nature of timber and the overwhelming
risks that accompany investment in the indus-
try. It will reduce the capital gains paid on tim-
ber for individuals and corporations by 3 per-
cent each year up to 50 percent. Because this
reduction would apply to all companies, we
minimize the current inequity whereby neigh-
boring tracks of the same timber are taxed at
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